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INTRODUCTION


BACKGROUND


SCOPE OF REVIEW




-

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS


TIMELINESS FILING 

. . . the State files a claim with us for that expenditure within 2 years after the calendar 
quarter in which the State agency made the expenditure. (45 



-

In accordance with 4.5 CFR part 95.7, a claim must be filed within 2 years after the 
quarter that services were provided. 

In one instance the claim for the quarter ending March 31, 1989 was not submitted until 



-

June 27, 1991 which clearly exceeded the 2-year time limitation. In the other instances I 
would have to conclude on the basis of the process and progression that the claims were 
based on estimates. Of the original revised claims for all four quarters in 1989, the 
review to determine eligibility was not started until after the first two revised claims 
been filed. In addition, the revised claims showing actual costs were not submitted until 
after the 2-year filing period had passed. In the final analysis, the auditors stated the 
claims were subsequently found to be wrong as documentation showed the claimed 
amounts to be too high. 

The agency computer generated  submitted by the State agency is insufficient in 
meeting the 2-year filing requirement for several reasons. If the computer match was 
not an estimate, the adjustments based on the case review would be unnecessary. 

Also, the report merely identified the children in the Foster Care system that had received 
AFDC prior to placement in Foster Care. As the auditors stated, the linkage between 
receipt  AFDC and eligibility  title IV-E is relevant only  other title 
IV-E eligibility criteria are met.  correctly stated that by itself, receipt  AFDC 
eligibility does not entitle one to title IV-E eligibility. 

Recommendations




-

 Comments


We disagree with the finding and recommendation. 

Because the claims were resubmitted as the result of an audit, federal regulations at 4.5 CFR 
95.19 establish an exception to the two-year time limit to file claims. The regulation states 
that the time limits in 95.7 do not apply to any claims resulting from an audit . 

In the March,  report,, you responded to  comments that you ‘recognize a 
significant portion of the claims may be allowable if submitted with adequate documentation. 

 recommendation was to ‘withdraw the claims and resubmit them to ACF with adequate 
documentation’ and that we would ‘in no way be prejudiced by the resubmission of a new 
claim to  we had compiled the necessary documentation. 

 continue to disagree with your assessment and assertion that the original revised claims 
were only based on estimates. The information used to submit those claims was the best 
information available at the time. 

You indicated in this draft report that you reviewed the work  on the initial audit of 
the retroactive claims. We were not informed that is was part of your scope in this audit, 
and are surprised that you were so concerned with costs that has already been withdrawn 
from consideration. 

Since all of calendar year 1989 was a part of your initial audit, and those claims, which had 
previously been accepted and paid by ACF, were found to be exception items in that initial 
audit, the entire amount resubmitted is not subject to the two-year time limit, as stated in 45 
CFR 95.19(b). 

OIG Response


 though we did not 
recommend financial adjustments associated with the claims exceeding the 2-year filing 
period, this issue will have to be considered by ACF if the State elects to file a revised 
c la im. .  



-

 Government Auditing Standards 1994 Revision, 

ALLOCATION RATES




-

Claimed Audited Adjusted 
Quarter Rate Rate costs 
Ended Percentage Percentage 

March 1989 
June 1989 
September 1989 
December 1989 

March 1990 
June 1990 
September 1990 
December 1990 

March 1991 
June 1991 
September 199 1 
December 199 1 

57.8 57.7 $ 6,468 
58.6 58.5 4,107 
58.9 58.8 4,185 
60.0 59.9 4,271 

60.5 60.3 8,624 
61.1 60.9 8,551 
60.4 60.1 12,907 
62.3 62.0 14,252 

63.2 62.8 17,763 
63.9 63.5 17,448 
66.8 66.4 25,386 
67.6 67.1 31,989 

$155.951 

Note: The State included children 18, 19, 20, and 21 years old in calculating their retroactive claim. 
Assuming that those 18 years of age were title IV-E eligible based on their school status, we have 
considered only those age 19 and over as impacting the overstatement of the title IV-E rates. 

Recommendations


 Comments


We agree that the computation to determine the rate at which to allocate certain 
administrative costs between Title IV-E and non-Title IV-E, should not contain ineligible 



-

children in the numerator. If, in fact, this was the case, proper adjustments will be made. 
We will review the system to assure the eligibility rates are computed correctly, and make 
adjustments to the system as necessary. 

OIG Response


INSTRUCTIONS FOR  RESPONSE


(See 45 



Quarter 
Ended 

March 1989 

June 1989 

September 1989 

December 1989 

March 1990 

June 1990 

September 1990 

December 1990 

March 1991 

June 1991 

September 1991 

December 199 1 

Claims 
Resubmitted Exceeding Net 

Claims Filing Overstated Allowable 
Amounts Period Rate Costs 

 954,927 954,927 $ 6,468 

967,142 967,142 4,107 

4,185 

4,271 

8,624 

8,551 

12,907 

14.252 

920,112 17,763 902,349 

17,448 

25,386 

259,436 31,989 227,447. 

$4.109.375 $155.951 



Prior Review Qtr. Ending Qtr. Ending Qtr. Ending Qtr. Ending 
Retroactive March 1989 June 1989 September 1989 December 1989 Total 
Claims 

June 27, 1991 
Sept. 25, 1991 
Dec. 16, 1991 
Jan. 29, 1992 132,147 247,246 -388.900 -266,241 -275.748 

Total $1.327.696 

Resubmitted . 
Claims 

Nov. 16, 1994 $954,927 $967,142 
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MEL CARNAHAN 

GARY  STANCLER 

MISSOURI

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES


P.O. BOX 1527


BROADWAY STATE OFFICE 
 CITY


65102.1527


TELEPHONE: 

November 28, 1995


RELAY MISSOURI 
 and speech 

TEXT TELEPHONE 
l-800-735-2966 

VOICE 

Ms. Barbara A. Bennett

Regional Inspector General


for Audit Services

Department of Health  Human Services

601 East 12th Street

Room 284 A

Kansas City, MO 64106


Dear Ms. Bennett:


We have received your draft report, dated October 24, 1995, 
which provides the results of your audit of Retroactive Claims for 
Title IV-E Foster Care Program Resubmitted by the Department of 
Social Services. The Audit control number is CIN A-07-95-01010. 
Please consider the following comments to your report. 

Timeliness Filinq Requirement 	-


You recommend that we adjust  (FFP) from the

resubmitted claims because the two-year filing requirement was not

met. We disagree with the finding and recommendation. You will

recall that the retroactive claims were resubmitted because of the

recommendation made in your final audit report dated March 8, 1994

for audit CIN A-07-92-00601. That report was issued for your audit

of retroactive claims for Title IV-E Foster Care as initially

submitted.


Because the claims were resubmitted as the result of an audit,

federal regulations at 45 CFR 95.19 establish an exception to the

two-year time limit to file claims. The regulation states that the

time limits in 95.7 do not apply to any claims resultinq from an

audit exception.


In the March, 1994 final report, you responded to our comments

that you "recognize that a significant portion of the revised

claims may be allowable if submitted with adequate documentation."

Your recommendation was to "withdraw the claims and resubmit them

to ACF with adequate documentation" and that we would "in no way be

prejudiced by the resubmission of a new claim to  if we had

compiled the necessary documentation.


 OAS Note: The recommendations related to this finding were modified  report­
-


“AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER” 
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The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) concurred

with your recommendation, as indicated in their decision letter to

us dated October 5, 1994. In accordance with that decision, we

simultaneously withdrew the previous claim of  (FFP),

and resubmitted the claim, supported by adequate documentation, of


 (FFP). The resubmitted amount represented costs for

the same period as the initial claim.


We continue to disagree with your assessment and assertion

that the original revised claims were only based on estimates. The

information used to submit those claims was the best information

available at the time. Your report states that we did not identify

eligible cases until after the 2-year filing period. This is an

incorrect statement. We did have a basis for the initial

retroactive claims, supported by a list of eligible cases that was

reviewed by your auditors, and the claims were properly filed

within the two year filing period. Although the adequacy of the

documentation was questioned, it is totally incorrect to say that

the initial retroactive claims were based on an estimate.


You indicated in this draft report that you reviewed the work

performed on the initial audit of the retroactive claims. We were

not informed that this was part of your scope in this audit, and

are surprised that you were so concerned with costs that had

already been withdrawn from consideration. We question why that

was part of this review, especially in light of your statement that

we would "in no way be prejudiced by the resubmission of a new

claim." The majority of your draft report addresses the initial

retroactive claims that were the subject of the previous audit.

Because you dwelled on the issues of the prior audit at such great

length, it appears that there is a great deal of bias on your part

against the resubmitted claim. The initial claim should not have

been under review since it had been withdrawn. Your review should

have been to assure the adequacy of the documentation in support of

the resubmitted claim of Because your report did not

contain any reference that the documentation was not sufficient,

one must only conclude that the claims are adequately supported.


Since all of calendar year 1989 was a part of your initial

audit, and those claims, which had previously been accepted and

paid by the ACF, were found to be exception items in that initial

audit, the entire amount resubmitted is not subject to the two-year

time limit, as stated in 45 CFR 95.19(b).


Allocation Rates


We agree that the computation to determine the rate at which

to allocate certain administrative costs between Title IV-E and

non-Title IV-E, should not contain ineligible children in the

numerator. If, in fact, this was the case, proper adjustments will

be made. We will review the system to assure the eligibility rates

are computed correctly, and make adjustments to the system as

necessary.




APPENDIX C

Page 3 of 3


Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your draft report.

If you have any additional questions, or if you would like to

discuss our comments in further detail, please contact Ms.

Christine A. Rackers, Director of the Division of Budget and

Finance.


Sincerely,


*+yfy/y/yL 

Gary Stangler

Director


cc: Linda Carson, ACF Regional Administrator



